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Dear Sir: 



Receipt of the paper mailed May 30, 2001 regarding the above-referenced apphcation is 
acknowledged. As June 30, 2001 fell on a Saturday, this paper should be considered timely filed 
on July 2, 2001. 

The Applicant is somewhat confused with respect to the objection raised by the Examiner 
noting that the Examiner states the rejections have not been addressed at all. 

Applicant refers to the Office Action which was mailed June 20, 2000 noting that an 
Election/Restriction was raised. In responding to the Action, when the application was revised 
with the attorney's papers filed February 8, 2001 (copy enclosed), the appropriate restriction was 
made on the second page of the Action whereby the Applicant elected to maintain claims 1-26 
herein for examination. 



Accordingly, it would appear that a completely responsive reply was sent to the office in 
a timely fashion. 
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Dear Sir: 

Receipt of the paper mailed May 30, 2001 regarding the above-referenced application is 
acknowledged. As June 30, 2001 fell on a Saturday, this paper should be considered timely filed 
on July 2, 2001. 

The Applicant is somewhat confused with respect to the objection raised by the Examiner 
noting that the Examiner states the rejections have not been addressed at all. 

Applicant refers to the Office Action which was mailed June 20, 2000 noting that an 
Election/Restriction was raised. In responding to the Action, when the application was revised 
with the attorney's papers filed February 8, 2001 (copy enclosed), the appropriate restriction was 
made on the second page of the Action whereby the Applicant elected to maintain claims 1-26 
herein for examination. 
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Accordingly, it would appear that a completely responsive reply was sent to the office in 
a timely fashion. 
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